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RE: Application Serial No. : 1 0/006, 1 33 
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For: PATTERN FOIUVIING METHOD AND PATTERN 

FORMING APPARATUS 
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Attached hereto for filing are the following papers: 



REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Our check in the amount of $0.00 is attached covering any required fees. In the event any 
variance exists between the amount enclosed and the Patent Office charges for filing the above-noted 
documents, including any fees required under 37 C.F.R 1.136 for any necessary Extension of Time to 
make the filing of the attached documents timely, please charge or credit the difference to our Deposit 
Accoxmt No. 15-0030. Further, if these papers are not considered timely filed, then a petition is hereby 
made under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 for the necessary extension of time. A duplicate copy of this sheet is 
enclosed. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT & TRADEMARK OFFICE 



IN RE APPLICATION OF 

SOICHI INOUE, ET AL. 

SERIAL NO: 10/006,133 

RCE FILED: NOVEMBER 17, 2003 

FOR: PATTERN FORMING METHOD 
AND PATTERN FORMING APPARATUS 



EXAMINER: ESPLIN, DAVID B. 



GROUP ART UNIT: 2851 



REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22313 

SIR: 

In response to the non-final office action mailed January 20, 2004, applicant provides 
the following remarks traversing the outstanding grounds for rejection. 

REMARKS/ARGUMENT 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in view of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested: 

Claims 14-21 are pending. 

In the outstanding office action, claims 14-21 were rejected under 35 USC § 1 12, H 1, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The outstanding office action 
states that the claims contain subject matter which was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the 
time of the application, had possession of the claimed invention. In response, applicant 



